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Adventist missions for the first thirty years of the twentieth century were
very closely connected with the activities and lives of two men. A. G.
Daniells was president of the General Conference from April 2, 1901 to
May 11, 1922, and more than any other person he shaped the direction of
missions in his denomination. He was closely supported from April 11,
1903 to May 11, 1922 by W. A. Spicer, who was the Secretary of the General
Conference. Then at the 1922 General Conference Session, the two men
switched positions. Spicer became president and guided the Adventist
Church until May 28, 1930. Daniells was his Secretary until May 27, 1926
(Yearbook 1946:317).
Spicer was a prolific writer and did much to promote an awareness and
understanding of missions. He wrote at least two books dealing with missions, Miracles of Modern Missions and Our Story of Missions. In order that
he would have a first-hand knowledge of the needs of the foreign fields,
he traveled extensively, so extensively in fact that for only four of the years
between 1900 and 1940 did he not travel overseas to inspect or supervise
some aspect of the expanding work (Neufeld 1976:1410-1411).
The story of this era began in the spring of 1901 when 237 delegates
gathered in the Battle Creek Tabernacle for the thirty-fourth General Conference Session. The meetings lasted three weeks, and when they were
finished the organizational structure of the Seventh-day Adventist Church
had been radically changed.
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Reorganization
As early as the 1899 General Conference Session complaints had been
voiced concerning the inadequacies of the existing denominational structure. W. W. Prescott complained that funds designated for specific mission
fields had been mismanaged and had often not been sent to the intended
fields (Daily Bulletin 1899:60-64). Others criticized the spiritual life and
commitment of some leaders, while others saw the problem as an overcentralization of the church that they believed had led to virtual ecclesiastical despotism (Schwarz 1979:274). Thus when the delegates gathered
two years later for the 1901 session there was widespread agreement that
reorganization of some kind must be a major item of business.
On the very first day of the session A. G. Daniells recommended that
a large committee be formed, and that this committee be composed of the
current leaders of the General Conference, the General Conference Association, the Australasian and European Union Conferences, the Foreign
Mission Board, the Medical Missionary and Benevolent Association, the
major publishing houses and colleges. This committee was given the responsibility of bringing about a reorganization of Seventh-day Adventist
work (Daily Bulletin 1901:24-27).
Daniells was uniquely qualified to guide and direct in the reorganization of his denomination since he was one of the few delegates present
who had experienced an alternate type of organization. Between 1886 and
1901 Daniells had worked in New Zealand and Australia. In 1894, he had
been elected vice-president of the newly formed Australasian Union Conference. This was the first union conference in the denomination, and at
the 1901 General Conference, it became a pattern for other areas in the
world (Neufeld 1976:105-106). Daniells had also been introduced to a new
type of organization on the conference level when A. T. Robinson, as president of the Victoria Conference set up departments to oversee the Sabbath
School work and the Missionary and Tract work rather than following the
existing practice of organizing a Sabbath School Association and a Tract
and Missionary Society, each with its own set of officers. Daniells had originally opposed Robinson in this type of organization, feeling that it would
lead to anarchy, but experience proved that it allowed for a much more efficient utilization of leader’s time and talents (Schwarz 1979:272, 273).
At the 1901 session Daniells was in a position to make recommendations that would move the whole denomination towards an organizational structure, that until then, had existed only in Australia and partially in
South Africa (272, 273).
W. C. White brought in the first recommendation from the subcommittee on organization, in which it was suggested that the five districts in
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North America reorganize into union conferences, and that these union
conferences replace the local conferences as the constituent parts of the
General Conference (Jorgensen 1949:31-33). Daniells was instrumental in
getting this motion passed since he was able to give a detailed description
as to how the Australasian Union Conference was organized and how it
functioned (Schwarz 1979:277).
The aspect of reorganization that most affected Adventist missions was
the recommendation that the various independent associations, such as
the International Sabbath School Association, the International Tract and
Missionary Society, the National Religious Liberty Association, and the
Foreign Mission Board cease their semi-independent activity and departmentalize under the control of the General Conference Committee.
The International Sabbath School Association became the Sabbath
School Department (Neufeld 1976:1258), the Religious Liberty Association became the Religious Liberty Department (Schwarz 1979:278) and the
International Tract and Missionary Society was replaced by several agencies: local church missionary societies, the Book and Bible Houses, and
two General Conference departments: the Publishing Department and
later the Home Missionary Department (Neufeld 1976:1497). The Boards
of these associations “immediately took action to wind up their affairs as
independent organizations and turn their assets and files over to the secretaries assigned by the General Conference Committee to promote these
lines of work. Similar action followed in the local conferences” (Schwarz
1979:278, 279).
It is interesting to note that in the case of the Foreign Mission Board no
General Conference department was established to promote and care for
the concerns and interest of missions. Instead, the delegates to the General Conference Session agreed to a series of suggestions that resulted in
placing all of the work of the Foreign Mission Board in the hands of the
Executive Committee of the General Conference (1979:278). This change
did not fully take place until the 1903 General Conference Session when
“action was taken assigning to the General Conference Committee [GCC]
the responsibility of supervising the missionary operations of the denomination” (Neufeld 1976:911).

Day-by-Day Mission Operations and
Promotion: 1901-1930
When A. G. Daniells assumed the presidency of the General Conference
in April of 1901, and as he helped reorganize the Seventh-day Adventist
denominational structure so that the semi-independent associations
became departments of the General Conference, he recognized no
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weakness in the fact that the functions of the Foreign Mission Board
were taken over by the General Conference Committee instead of by a
Department of Missions. Rather, this was a primary factor that led to his
acceptance of the presidency of the General Conference. “If there was one
passion above others that held Daniells in its grasp it was his love for
foreign missions” (Robertson 1966:83, 85), and the fact that he could serve
as the chief “recruiting officer” for foreign service helped interest Daniells
in becoming General Conference president in 1901 (85).

Daniells Converted the General Conference
Committee into a Virtual Mission Board
For all practical purposes, Daniells, and then Spicer after him made the
General Conference Committee into a virtual mission board. Therefore,
even though the structure had been radically changed in 1901, as long
as Daniells and Spicer guided and directed the General Conference, the
overseas work received top priority and thrived under their leadership.

Daniells Promoted Missions
Many times Daniells would begin a General Conference Committee
meeting by bringing before the members of the committee some pressing need in the world, or by reporting on some new breakthrough in an
overseas country. Notice his mission focus at the September 18, 1904 committee meeting.
The needs of the mission fields was made the topic of the hour. Elder
Daniells reviewed the worldwide fields, showing how the work had
extended into nearly every land on every continent. He pointed out
that the population of the world was 1,600 millions. We have at least a
foothold in fields representing 1,400 millions of those souls.
As evidence of progress in the fields, many items of comparative
statistics were cited. For instance, in 1883 the entire Adventist membership was 17,000. Now the membership abroad is of itself 17,000. In
1883, the entire tithe of the denomination was $96,000. The tithe of the
mission fields last year was $133,000.
The speaker reviewed the movement among the home conferences
to share their tithe funds and workers with the needy mission fields,
by which all hearts have been inspired—something that has been an
inspiration to many. Three conferences this year have voted half of
their resources for missions, and the general movement among the
conferences betokens a new force in the missionary campaign. (GCC
Minutes 6:7)
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Another time Daniells began a meeting with a study of a map of the
world. He pointed out areas of the world where Adventist work was as
yet unorganized and talked about the relationship of the conferences to
the unions and of the unions to the General Conference. He also explained
the relationship of the mission fields to the unions operating them, and
pointed out the responsibility of the General Conference to develop those
areas in the world not otherwise cared for (GCC Minutes 7:282).
At the 1905 General Conference Session, Daniells continued to educate the constituency concerning the needs of missions. In his president’s
message, given on May 11, he asked why the much more affluent members in North America had only given $1.82 to missions in the previous
year when believers in the poorer overseas unions had given $1.73 and
in the mission fields themselves the members had contributed an average
of $1.27. Daniells also called for a more equal distribution of laborers and
means between the home and foreign fields. He asked why 720 ministers should be located in North America where only one-twentieth of the
world’s population resided when only 240 ministers worked where the
other nineteen-twentieths of the world’s population lived. He asked what
good reason could be given for spending annually $536,300 in tithe funds
among the 75 million in North America and only $155,500 among the
1,400 million in the rest of the world. Then Daniells sounded a theme that
he promoted extensively in the years following. He asked the delegates to
indorse the principle that the tithe is the basis of the support of the
ministry, whether located in home or mission fields, and call upon
well-supplied, self-supporting conferences to share their abundance
with the destitute fields, regardless of location. There must surely be
brought about a more equal and consistent distribution of laborers
and funds. This is one of the steps that will accomplish it. (Daniells
1905a:9, 10)

Later on during the same session, a letter was read from L. A. Hoopes,
Secretary of the Central Union Conference.
At a recent meeting of the Central Union Conference Committee, the
question of rendering assistance to some of the local work was considered. While the members of the Committee felt to appreciate the
needs of these fields, yet they felt that the appeals that come from
the many millions in far away lands where there are so few laborers
with scarcely no foothold at all, were appealing more loudly for the
assistance that our Conf. could render than some of these home fields
where there are many laborers and a large constituency.
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The Central Union Conf. having some few hundred dollars of tithe
funds on hand, voted to appropriate $500 for the Japan mission field,
and $500 for the Chinese mission. It further voted to support a proper
missionary worker in the Philippines.
The support of this worker in the Philippines is one of indefinite
duration, realizing as we do that this is an important step and that
large amounts will yet be expended before the mission is put on anything like a paying basis. The Committee therefore made the recommendation that they did.
We feel that in taking this step we have linked with the institutional work in our Union Conf.; namely, the College, the intermediate
schools, the sanitariums, and the publishing work a new tie, a new
inspiration for all connected with these institutions to rally to the support of the work in the needy fields in the regions beyond. (1905:3-4)

Daniells, after listening to this letter that expressed the very sentiments
he was promoting, submitted a motion in which he thanked God for this
new movement that had begun to channel resources towards the needy
overseas fields. He was especially happy to see that the state lines were
vanishing and that conferences were coming to see that their tithe was for
the larger world field (Daniells 1905b:4).
Anyone who has been able to read the Daniells’ Outgoing Letter Books
in the General Conference Archives would agree that Daniells’ whole life
was wrapped up in the promotion of missions. His letters are filled with
his dreams for entering new unentered fields, with requests to the conferences for a greater sharing of tithe funds for the overseas areas and with
constant references to the current progress of the overseas work. Notice
just a few sentences from five different letters he wrote in 1906.
Last year we opened eighteen new mission stations in different parts
of the world. Nearly all of these were new fields which had never been
entered, such as Burma, the Philippines, Bolivia, Peru, Singapore, Korea, etc. You can remember when it was remarkable for us to enter two
or three new lands, but last year we entered eighteen. (Daniells April 2,
1906:276)
The Iowa Conference last week voted $5,000 of its surplus tithes to
the General Conference for missionary purposes, and suggested that
if we thought best, that this might be used to help open a mission in
Uganda. (Daniells June 14, 1906:939-940)
Now, Brother Reaser, I know you are interested in Uganda. You know
the important place that part of Africa holds in all missionary endeavors in the dark continent . . . I wonder if the Southern California Conference will have a surplus any time this year that would enable them
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to contribute three or five thousand dollars to this enterprise, so that
we might go ahead without delay. I would be glad to see this great and
important field entered by our denomination during 1906. (Daniells
June 12, 1906b:875-876)
I am glad to tell you that since the Atlantic Union Conference last November the Conferences have sent us $23,515.47 from their tithe funds
for mission fields. (Daniells June 15, 1906:963)
The local conferences do not refuse any request we make that they can
possibly or consistently grant. They have cheerfully sent the ministers
and laborers we have asked for, to foreign fields, to be supported from
their conference tithes. . . . Five years ago, when I began to visit the
campmeetings scarcely a conference was sending any of its tithe out
of its boundary with the exception of the 10th regularly paid to the
General Conference. I think we will probably receive $75,000 tithe this
year. (Daniells June 27, 1906b:163-164)

Four of these letters were written during the last two weeks of June in
1906 indicating in a small way how extensively Daniells used letter writing to promote the cause he loved. He also wrote often for the Review and
Herald as he strove to educate the Adventist membership regarding its
duty in giving to support the needs in the world field.

The GC Committee Did the Same Work
as the Foreign Mission Board (FMB)
Not only did Daniells, as General Conference president, do everything
he could to promote missions, but he also guided the General Conference
Committee so that for all practical purposes it functioned in the same way
as the old Foreign Mission Board had. Therefore, as one compares the
minutes from the FMB with the minutes from the GC Committee for the
early years of the twentieth century one can readily see the same type of
items being considered by both boards. The only major difference being
that the FMB was totally concerned with missions whereas the GC Committee concerned itself with many other denominational matters.
The GCC appointed and sent workers overseas just like the old FMB
did. At the October 17, 1903 meeting the GCC recommended
that we recognize the urgent need of a man to take charge of the educational work in France, and we would suggest the name of John Vuilleumier. That H. F. Ketring take charge of the work in Chile. That the
division of the Brazilian field be left with those in charge of that field.
That the question of a tent for Bermuda be left to the discretion of the
Mission Board. (GCC Minutes 6:67)
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The GCC members did not differ from their FMB predecessors since
they too were interested in and involved with the other Evangelical missionary associations. At the November 14, 1909 meeting, M. E. Kern was
requested to attend the Student Volunteer Convention in Rochester, New
York, as a representative of the General Conference Young People’s work
(GCC Minutes 8:132). Several actions were taken during 1910 concerning
the World Missionary Conference to be held in Edinburgh, Scotland. Originally, Daniells, Conradi, and Fitsgerald were appointed official General
Conference representatives (GCC Minutes 8:168) but later W. A. Spicer
was substituted for Daniells (GCC Minutes 8:217).
The GCC voted on several different occasions to appropriate $100 a
year to the Foreign Missions Conference of North America in order to aid
them in the financial burden of publishing the “Missionary Review of the
World” (GCC Minutes 11-3:991; 11-3:1261). It seems that this journal, as
well as Mission Conference Reports, were widely read and distributed
among the missionaries in the field as well as among the General Conference Committee members (GCC Minutes10-1:141). These activities where
Adventists joined with other Evangelical mission groups died out after
the Daniells’ and Spicer’s era, and to a large degree have never been duplicated, even in recent years.
The GCC also continued the FMB practice of setting priorities and deciding plans and policy. Thus, at the July 22, 1910 meeting, the GCC voted
that the following number of workers be sent to the various fields in the
next two years: China 27, India 18, South Africa 6, Japan 6, West Indies 11,
South America 34, Philippines 3, West Africa 7, Straits Settlements 1, Great
Britain 6 and Bermuda 2 (GCC Minutes 8:256).
While the GCC usually moved forward and pressed to move into new
areas, there were occasions when they held local fields back. When W. H.
Branson wrote and asked concerning the advisability of prospecting for
new mission stations in the Belgian Congo and Portuguese West Africa
the Committee voted the following. “Owing to the present financial situation, we inform our brethren in Africa that we do not look with favor upon
creating additional expense at the present time by prospecting for new
stations in the Belgian Congo or Portuguese West Africa” (GCC Minutes
11-3:1267).
The GCC did not discuss or articulate a clear policy during this period
to guide them in developing a system of priorities as to when institutions
should be built and when missionaries should concentrate on preaching
the Word. Therefore, as noted in table 1, there was a very rapid development of overseas institutions between 1901 and 1930. In 1901, there were
111 schools and 17 hospitals overseas. By 1930, there were 1,402 schools
and 90 hospitals. Between 1920 and 1930, there was a tremendous shift in
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overseas priorities. In only ten years the number of overseas schools increased by 451% and the number of overseas hospitals increased by 290%.
Such a rapid shift towards institutionalization altered the type of missionary being called from the overseas field. Instead of pioneer missionaries,
teachers and doctors were needed.
Table 1. Growth of SDA Institutions, 1901-1930
1901

1910

Growth %

1920

Growth %

1930

Growth %

American Schools

414

523

26%

771

47%

789

2%

Overseas Schools

111

150

35%

254

64%

1,402

451%

American Hospitals

23

22

-5%

18

-19%

16

-12%

Overseas Hospitals

17

21

23%

23

9%

90

290%

Note: Schools include primary, secondary, and college levels, hospital figures for
1920 and 1930 include clinics. Source: Seventh-day Adventist Statistical Reports

One can only imagine the tremendous demands these institutions put
on the GCC for staff and personnel and it is not hard to imagine situations
arising during times of tight finances when the number of evangelistic
workers decreased in order that the institutional work could continue.
In a committee action taken on January 22, 1920, there was a small hint
of unease that institutional work was beginning to supplant evangelism.
At that time the GCC voted that we suggest to the brethren in Europe the
possibility of an opening for work through Holland in behalf of the Indians of the interior of Dutch Guiana (GCC Minutes 11-2:555, emphasis
mine).
Since 1913 Europe had been organized into a European Division.
Therefore, the GCC was placed in a position where it could only suggest
that fields within that division were open for new work, but if the European Division had other priorities or plans the General Conference could
no longer send missionaries to needed areas as it saw fit. This meant that
even during the time of A. G. Daniells and W. A. Spicer when the GCC
functioned almost like a mission board a process was begun that seriously
undercut the ability of even enthusiastic mission-minded General Conference Committees to meet needs they perceived. Instead whole areas of
the world were under the leadership and direction of people who often
tended to respond much more to the needs, pressures, and priorities of
the already baptized membership than they did to the also pressing needs
for workers and means to reach the millions of unbelievers within their
territories. Therefore, it was only a matter of time before this seed would
come to fruition.
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Because the FMB was not replaced by a mission committee at the GC
and divisional levels, the time was soon coming when the GC administrative leaders were effectively boxed out from whole areas of the world and
would be unable to minister to and reach many of the world’s unreached
millions.
Such situations were not often encountered before 1930 since there
were still many unentered countries where Daniells and Spicer could direct their interest and energy. But the seed for future mission decline was
already beginning to sprout.
The GCC also continued the FMB practice of discussing ways to stimulate and strengthen the membership in their interest in and support of
missions. At the January 29, 1908 meeting it was voted “that the General
Conference office should furnish to the presidents of union conferences in
this country such information relating to our general missionary work as
may be needed in order to arouse the interest of the people in the extension of this message, and to stimulate the flow of funds for the mission
work” (GCC Minutes 7:400). In addition, the little booklet Outline of Missions was reprinted several times and missionary maps were provided for
the Missionary Volunteer societies (GCC Minutes 10-1:236).
General Conference Committee members continued to travel the
world, but it is obvious from comparing the minutes of the GCC with the
minutes of the FMB that even from 1910 on, very little of the travel by GC
personnel had anything to do with searching out new unentered areas
or unreached peoples. Rather those traveling visited the “work” already
established. The sad part in all this is that this gradual change led to a
situation where no one and no department on any level of the administrative structure had the responsibility to seek out and report on unentered
areas or unreached peoples. Therefore, mission stories and promotions
tended to completely emphasize what was being done to the exclusion
of what still needed to be done. I feel that this helps explain why even
in 2021 one can talk to some of the people in the headquarters of our denomination who feel that the day of the missionary is past, that the work
is almost finished, and that therefore, Christ can soon return. Such people
are victims of slanted and one-sided reporting that has failed to tell them
of approximately 6,701 people groups (out of 16,543) that still have no
viable Christian witness in their midst, or about the fact that 3.23 billion
people in our world live in areas where they can only be reached with the
Good News if someone will bring that message to them cross-culturally
since there is no viable witness available to them within their own culture
(Joshua Project 2021).
In conclusion, the day-by-day operations and promotion of missions
from 1901-1930 did not differ all that much from the way the FMB operated.
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Yet structural changes and other gradual, creeping differences were laying
the groundwork for the eventual decline in Adventist missions. Before
taking a more detailed look at the seeds for decline, I will notice the
thrilling growth that resulted during this period.

Growth of Missions
It is always difficult to measure growth, especially when the conversion of people is involved; however, in order to arrive at some idea of the
change in emphasis that took place within Adventism during the 19011930 period and in order to better understand the growing commitment
that the North American leaders and members had towards missions in
that same period, I will compare that period with the earlier Foreign Mission Board era (1889-1903).

Total Giving to Missions
In 1889, North American Adventists contributed $64,099 to missions.
This was 31.04% of what they paid in tithe for the same year. In 1903,
$132,444 was given for missions, but this was only 24.07% of the tithe figure for that year. Thus, during the FMB period the percentage of mission
funds given in comparison to tithe dropped almost 7% from 1889 to 1903.
A more accurate picture is gained by looking at the five-year figures as
listed in table 2 below.
Table 2. Comparison of North America Tithe & Mission Giving, 1889-1903

Year

Tithe

1890

206,016

1889
1891
1892
1893

5 Years
1894
1895
1896
1897
1898

206,441
235,505
249,599

Missions
64,099
57,936
69,657
83,604

294,409

100,969

276,080

117,032

1,191,970
279,302
296,884
306,135
366,483

376,265
89,541
90,438
76,500

113,945

2020, vol. University,
16 no. 2
Published by Digital Commons @ Andrews
2021

% of Tithe
31.04%
28.12%
29.57%
33.49%
35.50%

31.56%
42.39%
32.05%
30.46%
24.98%
31.09%
11

46

Journal of Adventist Mission Studies, Vol. 16 [2021], No. 2, Art. 5
5 Years

1,524,884

487,456

31.96%

1900

425,809

128,516

30.18%

524,861

148,683

1899
1901
1902
1903

5 Years

406,583

95,455

490,483

163,833

550,154

132,444

2,397,890

668,931

23.47%
33.40%
28.32%
24.07%

27.89%

Source: Seventh-day Adventist Statistical Reports

When the same categories are compared for the years 1904-1930 it
quickly becomes apparent that interest in and support of missions increased dramatically from 1907 onward. Notice the rapid increase in mission giving as a percentage of tithe giving from 1907 onward as listed in
table 3 below.
Table 3. Comparison of North America Tithe & Mission Giving, 1904-1930

Year

1904
1905
1906
1907
1908
1909
1910

Tithe

536,302
670,520
765,255
818,189
823,004
891,308
966,921

1911

1,042,533

1913

1,201,138

1912
1914
1915
1916
1917
1918
1919

1,136,879
1,269,962
1,337,810
1,632,543

Missions
131,168
151,045
163,332
228,156
260,083
319,455
371,031
373,741
464,526
499,713
615,565
706,293
778,693

2,167,082

1,013,328

3,313,307

1,591,691

2,691,307

1,669,006
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1920

3,918,515

2,310,048

58.95%

1,628,115

50.35%

1921

3,222,055

1,608,353

1923

3,706,878

1,774,790

1922
1924
1925
1926
1927
1928
1929
1930

3,233,510
3,883,790
4,101,031
4,120,459
4,202,988
4,265,669
4,463,686
4,040,190

1,837,255
1,898,641
2,076,927
1,977,133
1,998,727
2,032,914
1,930,452

47

49.91%
47.87%
47.30%
46.29%
50.40%
47.04%
46.85%
45.54%
47.78%

Source: Seventh-day Adventist Statistical Reports

I feel that these figures indicate the results of the promotion of missions
by Daniells and Spicer, as well as by the many others in leadership positions. When Daniells assumed the presidency of the General Conference
in 1901 mission giving for the years 1900-1909 averaged 28.12% of the tithe
figure for those years. However, from 1910-1919 mission giving had increased to 48.23% of the tithe. During the next ten-year period 1920-1929,
mission giving reached its all-time high of 48.93% of the tithe. Since that
time mission giving has been in steady decline.
The point I want to make is the fact that during Daniells’ and Spicer’s
leadership years Adventist giving to missions increased very significantly.
These two men were able to fire the enthusiasm of the Adventist member
and inspire them to support a rapid expansion in the overseas work.
Some might point to the accomplishments of Daniells as proof that
missions were better off under the direction and control of the General
Conference Committee. Such an assumption overlooks a basic problem.
Daniells was a charismatic leader whose primary concern was missions.
He made the General Conference Committee into a virtual mission board.
He also presided over the reorganization that eliminated the Foreign Mission Board as a semi-autonomous structure. Daniells saw no weakness in
this new arrangement, and as long as the General Conference president
was a charismatic leader who promoted and championed the cause of
missions no weakness was apparent. However, when Daniells and Spicer
passed from the scene and no dynamic, mission promoter took their place,
the whole Adventist mission program became dependent on the administrative structure to carry it along. With no structured mission board to
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promote missions and with no General Conference president to promote
missions the overseas work began to decline. However, this is getting
ahead of the story, but the seeds for this future decline were inherent in
the structural changes instituted in 1903.

Number of Missionaries Sent Overseas
During this same period, 1901-1930, there was also a rapid build-up in
the number of workers sent overseas each year. Between 1889 and 1900 the
FMB sent out a total of 35 missionaries (GC Missionary Statistical Department). The rapid increase in the number of candidates sent overseas from
1901 onward is listed below in table 4.
Table 4. Missionaries Sent Overseas by 5-Year Periods, 1901-1980

5-Year Period
1901-1905
1905-1910
1911-1915

1916-1920
1921-1925
1926-1930
1931-1935
1936-1940
1941-1945
1946-1950
1951-1955
1956-1960
1961-1965

Missionaries Sent
267
469

53.4

75.65%

140.4

38.44%

179.4

15.59%

101.4

776

155.2

702
897
445

104.4

-17.15%

135.4

-23.94%

150.8

1.20%

890

178.0

745
754

1,213

1976-1980

880

1,020

10.54%
-50.40%

126.0

677

8.11%

89.0

630
522

% Gain

93.8

507

1966-1970
1971-1975

Average/Year

149.0
242.6
204.0
176.0

41.57%
70.49%
10.04%
60.87%

-15.92%
-13.73%

Source: Yearbook 1946:322; General Conference Missionary Statistical Department

It is interesting to note that each succeeding five year period from
1906 onward until 1930 saw a gain over the previous period in number of
missionaries sent out. During this thirty-year period, Adventist missions
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experienced sustained growth, something that has never been matched
since. In fact, the next longest period of growth, in number of missionaries sent, occurred from 1956 to 1970. These figures in no way capture the
dynamic of what was taking place during the first three decades of the
twentieth century, but they help us see the trends and the emphasis that
were being given to missions.

Countries Entered
In 1888, the year before the FMB was organized, the Seventh-day Adventist Church was working in nineteen countries. During the FMB period
from 1889 to 1903 the Board sent missionaries to 53 unentered countries.
Therefore, in 1903 when the FMB was taken over by the GCC Adventists
had work in progress in 72 countries. From 1904 until 1930, 57 additional
countries were entered. Therefore, it seems that the FMB and GCC strategy to establish work within the various political divisions in the world
was very successful. Table 5 lists the number of countries entered during
each decade from 1940 to 1979.
Table 5. Number of Countries Entered Each Decade, 1840-1979

1840 - 1849

1

1910 – 1919

13

1860 – 1869

1

1930 – 1939

10

1850 – 1859

0

1870 – 1879

10

1890 – 1899

36

1880 – 1889
1900 - 1909

9

36

1920 – 1929
1940 – 1949
1950 – 1959
1960 – 1969
1970 – 1979

22
8
5
5
6

Source: Yost 1975:1-5; General Conference Archives Department

Overseas Membership and Evangelistic Workers
In 1900, just a year before Daniells took over the General Conference
Presidency, there were 5.1 Adventist members in North America for every
member overseas. By the end of the Daniells and Spicer era in 1930, overseas membership outnumbered the North American membership with 1.6
overseas members for every member in North America. From the very
beginning, the overseas decadal growth rates (DGR) averaged more than
double the rates for North America. This higher rate of growth in the overseas areas resulted in the membership of North America making up less
than 50% by the end of 1921.
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Table 6 details the phenomenal growth that took place in the overseas
fields during the Daniells and Spicer years. It is also interesting to note
the dramatic decline in the DGR after 1930 when the General Conference
leaders no longer emphasized the overseas needs in the same way Daniells
and Spicer had.
Table 6. North America & Overseas Membership Figures with Decadal Growth
Rates, 1870-1980

Year

N. A. Members

1870

5,440

DGR

1880

14,984

175%

1900

63,335

1890
1910
1920

27,031
66,294
95,877

1930

120,560

1950

250,939

1940
1960
1970
1980

185,788
332,364
439,726
604,430

Overseas
Members
40

DGR

586

1,365%

134%

12,432

364%

45%

89,573

80%
5%

2,680

38,232

26%

193,693

35%

505,773

54%
32%
32%
37%

318,964
912,761

1,612,138
2,876,088

357%
208%
134%
116%

65%
59%
80%
77%
78%

Source: Neufeld 1976:917; General Conference Archives

Daniells was always concerned about the fact that such a large percentage of evangelistic workers were located in North America where only
one-twentieth of the world’s population lived. His goal was to get more of
the evangelistic force out where the larger portion of unreached millions
lived. In this he was successful, for during his presidency the number of
overseas evangelistic workers far surpassed the number working in North
America.
Table 7 shows that by 1910 Daniells had been successful in getting a
larger percentage of his work force overseas since there were only 1.15
workers in North America
for every worker overseas whereas the membership ratio was 1.73:1.
By 1920, Daniells had accomplished even more in his bid to redistribute
the evangelistic workers more equitably since North America in 1920 had
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1.07 members for every one member overseas but only .6 workers for every worker overseas.
Table 7. Evangelistic Workers, 1870-1930

Year
1870
1880

1890

N. America
72

0

355

56

255

1900

1,019

1920

2,619

1910

1930

Overseas

2,326

2,509

Worker
Ratio

5

51.00:1

481

2.12:1

Member
Ratio

136.00:1
25.57:1

6.34:1

10.09:1

2,020

1.15:1

1.73:1

8,479

.30:1

4,336

.60:1

5.09:1
1.07:1
.62:1

Source: Seventh-day Adventist Statistical Reports

Once again, it must be said that looking at figures, percentages, and
ratios in no way does justice to the dynamic growth that took place during
the Daniells and Spicer era. Yet those figures do indicate something of the
surge in overseas activity that took place under their leadership.

Mission Finances
When one stops to figure out what must have been involved in order
to increase so dramatically the number of missionaries sent each year, and
the cost of establishing mission stations, educational, and medical institutions in the many countries that the Adventists entered between 1901
and 1930 one can only imagine the staggering financial demands that the
GCC had to deal with. The growth that was realized was largely possible
because of the new methods that were developed to finance the rapidly
expanding overseas work.

Developments of the Use of Tithe for Foreign Missions
The GCC inherited from the FMB the practice of asking conference
employed workers to go overseas and then “inviting” that conference to
continue to pay that worker’s salary. At the July 7, 1906 meeting, calls
were placed for four men working in the Wyoming, Wisconsin, Western
Michigan, and New York Conferences. Each of these conferences was
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“invited” to continue to pay the worker’s salary as their former worker
went as missionaries to Egypt, Turkey, the Orient, and Ceylon (GCC
Minutes 7:155-156).
Almost a year later, on May 22, 1907, during one committee meeting
actions were taken calling six men employed by four different conferences. In the action taken, the conferences were not only asked to pay the
worker’s salary, but they were also asked to pay all the traveling expenses
to the overseas place of labor (GCC Minutes 7:306-307).
This practice of calling a conference’s worker and then asking that conference to continue supporting the family in the mission field was being
rapidly phased out during the period 1905-1908. Instead, the GC began
encouraging the various conferences to appropriate part of their tithe directly to the General Conference for use in missions.
The Iowa Conference voted five thousand dollars of its surplus tithes
to the General Conference to be used in Mission fields. This is the largest cash donation ever made, I think, by one of our conferences from
its tithes. The Iowa Conference had already given us one thousand
dollars a few months ago, and is supporting quite a number of missionaries in foreign fields.
The Upper Columbia Conference voted three thousand dollars
at their camp meeting two or three weeks ago. I suppose we have
received not less than twenty-five thousand dollars during the last
six months from the conferences. This is helping our mission board
finances out wonderfully. (Daniells June 12, 1906a:864-865)

When conferences did not send as much surplus tithe as Daniells
thought they were able to, he was quick to mention in letters to them that
“we had looked forward with much anticipation to a large remittance
from your conference, and that we felt a sense of keen disappointment
when it failed to reach us” (Daniells May 27, 1906:725).
Daniells was a great promoter, and once he was convinced of an idea
he would push, educate, and badger people until they began to swing
around to his side. He had been convinced for a long time that it was
wrong for those going overseas to be dependent on contributions for their
support in foreign lands, and instead felt that they should be supported by
the tithe. Notice what he wrote to W. B. White on June 27, 1906.
I am as confident as can be that the tithe is the true basis of support of
all gospel workers for the Lord in both home and foreign fields. It has
been some time since I have been able to see why a minister should
be placed on the uncertain basis of donations for his support as soon
as he decides to leave an organized conference in the home field for a
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distant mission field. Everything, it appears to me, argues in favor of
placing the missionary who goes abroad among strangers, on the sure
and certain basis of support from the tithe. If anyone should be dependent on the charities or the donations of the people for support, it
appears to me that it should be those who remain in their native land
among friends, where they understand the customs, markets, etc., of
the people. But I do not believe that donations alone should be the
basis of support of gospel workers anywhere. The tithe is the basis the
Lord has established, and a full tithe of all he gives his people is amply
sufficient to meet all the ordinary requirements of the gospel ministry. Donations will of course always be needed to provide facilities
of various sorts required to carry on the work. But here I am writing
as though I were arguing with you to convince you of the soundness
of my position; but I am not writing for that purpose, for I know you
look at this question as I do; for the course pursued by the Conferences
under your influence indicates this. (Daniells June 27, 1906a:144-145)

Just a month later Daniells, in a letter to A. T. Robinson, sounded as if
his effort to have missionaries paid from the tithe rather than from contributions was paying off.
A marvelous change is coming over our conferences. A few years ago
almost every dollar sent to mission fields had to be raised by contributions. Every minister sent out was removed from the tithe basis of
support to the contribution basis. His support depended upon the liberality of the donors. If the offices of the Mission Board forgot to make
strong appeals, or were unable to do so, the contributions would fall
off very materially. Last year our conferences in this country devoted
more than a hundred thousand dollars of their tithes to the support of
our missionaries. I believe that the time will come when our ministers
and gospel workers in all parts of the world will be supported primarily from the tithes. (Daniells July 27, 1906:371)

I feel that Daniells was able to convince the conferences that they
should share large portions of their tithe with the General Conference for
use in foreign lands largely because of the promotion and education of the
member that took place from all departments of the General Conference.
The Treasury Department of the General Conference joined in educating
the laity concerning a proper use of tithe funds.
Oftentimes the tithe is diverted from its specific object; namely, the
support of the evangelical work of our denomination. Sometimes we
find that the churches are tempted to use their tithe in the support
of local work, in the payment of church expenses, for janitor service,
and such other incidental expenses as really belong to the church to
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supply. When the standard of loyalty to God is so lowered, it can be
no marvel that conscientious people become discouraged, believing
that those who are in charge of the work are not true and faithful, and
consequently take their tithe into their own hands, and place it where
they believe it will be used for the purpose which the Lord ordains.
(Evans 1905:9-10)

But more than education was needed. Daniells and other leaders were
able to communicate by word and action the realization that mission
needs were great. Leaders and members alike were willing to sacrifice for
those larger needs. Members sacrificed their means, conference and union
officers gave up their most talented workers, and then paid their salaries
in order that the overseas fields would have the needed personnel. This
type of demonstrated sacrifice by the organization was an important aspect in mission finances during this period. In 1907, at a General Conference Committee held in Gland, Switzerland this sentiment was beautifully expressed in the committee.
One after another of the brethren representing union conferences and
other lines of work expressed the faith that there must be a mighty
movement among the older conferences to send workers and means
into the mission fields. As one union president expressed it, in his
union he desired to see it established that they would spare any man
called for from the president of the union down to the last man on
the union list. There was a united conviction that the Committee as a
body, after the view of the needs as seen in this council, should sound
the cry throughout conferences and people to break from the slow
pace in manning the mission fields, and pour men and means into all
the world abroad. Educational workers pledged their devotion to this
plan, and their determination under God to see the schools preparing
the workers. (GCC Minutes 7:295)

There were a few leaders who held completely opposite views and
who tended to gather financial means into the conference bank accounts
in order to put on a good financial show. Ellen White was quick to write
to such officers in order to help them realize that there were much greater
needs that demanded the use of conference means. Notice how pointed
and direct White’s letters were in this area. “The matter of increasing
the tithe has been one of your special burdens; and this has been treated
as though the accumulation of means was one of the great objects to be
attained by the conference. But it is a worldly policy that leads men to
gather up and save means that they may have a good financial showing”
(1908a:173, 174).
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It should not be the chief consideration of conference officers to collect and save up money, for then the real work of the conference, the
salvation of souls, will become a matter of secondary importance. Our
people should never be permitted to lose sight of a world shrouded
in darkness, waiting for the light of the gospel message. . . . religious
and spiritual interests must not be subordinated to the accumulation
of means in the Conference treasury, that the officers may stand high
in the estimation of the people as good financiers. . . . It is a sad fact
that the importance of the responsibilities laid upon the workers for
the salvation of souls has in some cases been lost sight of in the desire
to save all the money possible; and, as a result, excellent opportunities
have been passed by and some who ought to have entered the field
have lost heart. (White 1908b:183, 184)

Such attitudes as addressed above were definitely rare during this period, but the problem and the way it was handled again help to show
how thoroughly committed the leaders of the Adventist Church were to
supporting missions. One other development in connection with using
tithe to support missionary salaries began to be apparent as early as the
summer of 1906. Daniells in a letter to W. C. White wrote that he felt that
soon the denomination would work out a policy stating how much of
each conference’s tithe would be used to support overseas work (July 26,
1906:349-350).
No definite suggestions seem to appear in the GC Minutes until November 25, 1910 when E. E. Andress made a recommendation asking all
the stronger conferences to send a fifth of their tithe to the General Conference (GCC Minutes 8:296). This was still a very vaguely worded statement
and was still only a recommendation.
Less than one week later, on November 29, 1910, the committee voted
the following.
That we request all conferences in North America receiving a tithe of
less than ten thousand dollars, to pay, beginning January 1, 1911, from
five per cent to ten per cent of their tithe, according to their ability, to
the General Conference for mission fields; and all conferences receiving ten thousand dollars and more, to pay from ten per cent to twentyfive per cent, according to their ability; and that this plan be regarded
as a permanent arrangement, upon which the General Conference
may depend for the prosecution of its work. (GCC Minutes 8:310)

Twenty years later this policy had been refined and stated that
In North America the basis for sharing conference tithe with the
General Conference for carrying on its mission work is as follows: 1%
from all conferences having a tithe of less than $26,000, this rate to be
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increased 1% for each additional $1,000 up to $30,000: then increased
1% for each additional $2,000 up to $40,000: then increased 1% for
each additional $10,000 up to $130,000 or more, making the maximum
20%. Such payments to be based on the gross receipts of tithe for the
current year from all organizations. (GCC Minutes 14-1:162).

Is it possible that such policies, enacted in order to help place the funding of the overseas work on a firm financial basis, actually helped undermine the widespread support missions had enjoyed from both leaders and
members? For it seems that policy began to replace the earlier promotion
and educating that had produced such widespread support. Such a decline in promotion led to a decline in interest. Loss of interest led to loss
of concern and understanding of the overseas needs. Once that happened
the needs of the local field began to look more and more important. Conference officers without a constant reminder of the tremendous overseas
needs began to covet the large amounts of funds they were required by
policy to pass on to the next higher organization. Without constant promotion of missions, they primarily thought in terms of local needs.
Thus, at the North America Division Committee meeting on October
28, 1914 the chairman presented a request from the North Pacific Conference asking that some adjustment be made in the basis of tithe appropriated from the local conferences (NAD Minutes 1914:145, 146). In the discussion that followed many were in favor of leaving the policy as it was.
Elder Flaiz stated the difficulties which they had encountered in their
field in turning over so large a percent of their tithe. Some conferences
had been unable to do so without creating a deficit. He said they had
been hindered on account of funds in developing a strong force of
young men in their field. He felt that there should be some adjustment
made. (NAD Minutes 1:146)

The policy has remained basically the same from that day to this, yet
policy alone can never substitute for the support and commitment that
is possible when laity and leaders alike understand the needs and challenges that still exist. Policy can generate funds, but such funds can be
grudgingly given and be viewed as a missions tax rather than as a means
of extending the Good News to those who do not know Jesus Christ.

Money from Wills Donated to Missions
Daniells and Spicer also helped develop other sources of funding for
missions. In 1906 Daniells wrote to Spicer telling him that the General
Conference was very likely to get a large contribution from a will. “A
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brother in Nebraska died a few weeks ago, and left a will which carries
between $25,000 and $30,000 to the Nebraska Conference. Brother Robinson has written me that the Conference does not need this money, and that
they propose to pass it on to the General Conference for mission fields”
(Daniells July 13, 1906:135-136).
Daniells was excited about this new source of funds and suggested in
the same letter that if the money from the will came through that the General Conference should make some big bold move in the mission fields
in order to use the incident to show the members what they could do to
hasten the work in overseas fields.

Development of Harvest Ingathering
Harvest Ingathering was another major source of funds that developed
during this period. In 1903 Jasper Wayne passed out among his neighbors
fifty copies of a special issue of Signs of the Times dealing with the problem
of capital and labor. As he passed them out, Wayne mentioned that any
money received would be used for missions. When a second parcel of fifty
Signs arrived he again passed them out, this time suggesting a 25 cent
donation. When he counted the donations he found he had received over
thirty dollars for the hundred issues of Signs. Wayne was so enthusiastic
about this new way of earning mission funds that he was surprised that
his enthusiasm was not shared by all church leaders. However, by the
spring of 1908 there was growing support for Wayne’s method and many
of the conferences had already begun to utilize this method for raising additional funds for missions (Schwarz 1979:346, 347).
In April of 1908 the GCC “recommended that Thanksgiving week, November 22-28, be set apart as a time for a special ingathering of funds for
foreign missions.” Each member was encouraged to visit friends, neighbors and the business firms with which they traded, telling them of the
Adventist overseas work and asking them to share in that work. A special
paper was prepared to give away to all those contacted that would explain
in greater detail the work of Adventists in foreign fields (Evans 1908:6).
That first year $30,000 was collected enabling the General Conference
to send twenty-five new missionaries overseas (Schwarz 1979:347). In the
first twenty-five years of Harvest Ingathering $14,059,192.32 was raised
throughout the world with the majority of it raised in North America
(Hackman 1933:4). Again, as with the tithe, there were covetous eyes laid
upon such vast sums of money going to overseas fields.
Actually it was only during the first several years that the entire Ingathering offering was devoted to overseas missions. The first break
in this pattern involved using some of the funds collected to reach
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recent immigrants to America. The brief recession following World
War I led to assigning additional Ingathering funds to finance work
in America, and this trend was greatly increased during the Great Depression of the 1930s. (Schwarz 1979:348)

Thus, once again we see an example that suggests that policy alone can
never replace the need for the promotion of overseas needs. Policies can
be easily changed and such changes can destroy programs that originally
were initiated to meet the financial demands required to tell the unbelieving millions of Jesus Christ.
In the important area of mission finance, the period 1901 to 1930 witnessed some very important developments. Tithe funds became a major
source of mission finance thereby permitting the General Conference to
pay the salaries of overseas workers from the steady income from tithe
funds rather than having to depend on unpredictable contributions. Ingathering started in 1908 and became another major source of funds that
especially helped begin new work and fund large projects. As mentioned
earlier, the regular mission offerings, which had been averaging 27.89%
of the tithe figure for the five years 1899-1903 increased dramatically to
48.93% of the tithe for the ten years 1920-1929. These three major areas
of finance became the financial basis for most of what was accomplished
during the era of Daniells and Spicer.

Seeds for Future Decline and
Implications for Today
It is ironic that during the very period when Adventist missions experienced its greatest growth, vitality, and support that some of the practices,
procedures, and administrative restructuring that took place during that
dynamic era are the very factors that were responsible for the rapid decline of Adventist missions from the 1970s onward. At a time when other
mission agencies were focusing on unreached people groups the Adventist Church continued to only list countries entered as a mission metric.

Reorganization
It seems that there is nothing that has had a larger impact on the present decline in Adventist missions than the reorganization and restructuring that took place 120 years ago at the 1901 General Conference Session.
At that time, the Foreign Mission Board and the other independent associations were disbanded. However, the independent associations were reorganized as departments in the General Conference. The Foreign Mission
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Board was the only disbanded association that was not departmentalized.
Instead, the General Conference Committee acted in behalf of the old FMB
until a mission board was finally established in 2010.
Notice several consequences the Seventh-day Adventist Church faced
as a result of the reorganization that took place so many years ago. First,
because there was no Mission Department or Mission Board the Adventist
Church had no recognized or authorized person or department that had
the responsibility to survey the world in order to find unreached areas
and people. Unlike the travel done by the FMB members and Spicer, most
General Conference personnel travel exclusively to visit existing work
and to supervise and counsel already established missions or conferences,
unions, and divisions.
Until the establishment of Global Mission in 1989 (Global Mission
2014), very few, if any at the GC level traveled the world seeking the lost or
unreached peoples. The same can be said for most travel done by division
and union personnel. Such administrators are concerned and pressured
primarily by the needs of those who are already Adventists. This is not
to say that such leaders are not interested in the unreached, but rather to
point out that they spend the vast majority of their time, talents, and energy dealing with matters of concern to local Adventist congregations. Even
on the local conference or mission level, most activity is directed towards
the already baptized members. Local conference and mission workers do
reach out and are usually quite effective at reaching people just like themselves—those who speak their language, come from the same educational
and economic background, and are of the same ethnic or cultural group.
However, when the local leaders live and work among various people
groups from various ethnic, religious, linguistic, or economic levels, then
all too often those leaders are blind to the needs of such groups who are
different from their own.
Thus, through the restructuring and reorganization of 120 years ago
and subsequent changes, the Adventist Church has, for all practical purposes, five layers of church administration consisting of the local church,
the local mission or conference, the union conference, the division, and
the General Conference. In this situation, it is the expectation that the local
church will be the evangelizing agent, and therefore the one responsible
for searching out the unreached in the local area. But such a plan breaks
down in actual practice because the local church is not located where the
vast majority of the unreached live, because the local church is often “people blind” towards groups different from their own, and because the local
church often lacks both the financial and human resources needed to reach
unreached groups.
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It was partly in response to this situation that in 2010 the General Conference established a Mission Board (GC Administrative Committee Minutes 2010:298-304). Notice the reasons given for this new board at the GC
level.
1. Lack of strategic oversight often results in less than ideal development of plans and distribution of resources.
2. Planning for mission does not always include both the grassroots
view and the world Church’s perspective of the needs. Specifically:
(a) faithfulness to the world Church’s prioritization of the 10/40
Window and big cities requires a greater transfer of resources to
those areas; and (b) people groups flow easily across our artificial
division boundaries while plans, programs, and funding do not.
3. The Church hosts a confusing array of multiple “silos” each soliciting donations and providing funding for mission work—often
without coordinated planning or implementation.
4. The current system for processing interdivision employees (IDEs) is
antiquated, fragmented, frequently takes months, and is often segregated from the planning, funding, and processing of other types
of missionaries and other broad-range plans for mission.
5. The current system of control over IDE points/budgets does not always allow strategic placement of missionaries. (GC Administrative
Committee Minutes 2010:298)
It seems that even with a Mission Board at the GC level, some of the
weakness will continue unless divisions, unions, and local missions and
conferences also set up a Mission Board to champion the evangelization of
the unreached peoples in our world.
A second consequence that resulted from the reorganization was that
until the establishment of Global Mission in 1989 the church never replaced what Daniells and Spicer did in promoting the needs of the unreached. For many years, some parts of the world had Mission Spotlight
that largely told what the church was doing, but not telling where the
great mission challenges still remained. At General Conference sessions
each division would also highlight what they had accomplished in the
previous five years with very little said about the task remaining. The mission stories in the Youth and Adult Mission Quarterly also largely present
what the church is doing with very little to challenge members concerning all the unreached peoples and where they were located. Each quarter
different divisions of the world are allowed to choose “mission projects”
but in reality, most of those projects largely benefit those who are already
Adventists.
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The old FMB was recognized as the organization that could speak in
behalf of Adventist missions. After 1901, there was no designated agency that could speak and promote missions in behalf of the needs of the
unreached millions. It is strange that the SDA denomination would see
the need for a Sabbath School Department, a Lay Activities Department,
Youth, Temperance, Publishing, Religious Liberty, and Medical Departments yet would organize no Missions Department. The various departments that do exist are responsible for the concerns, problems, and needs
of a particular aspect of the work within the denomination. The various
departments promote the needs of their particular areas; however, for
many years there was no department caring for or promoting the needs
of the unreached.
Until 2010 it was claimed that the General Conference Committee,
aided by the Committee on Appointees, functioned as a mission board
even though it was not designated as such (Neufeld 1976:911). “Thus the
church in its central organization, and not in an agency apart from its central life, accepts the responsibility and carries the concern of bearing its
distinctive message to every nation and people of the world (494).
All one has to do in order to disprove this claim is to compare the work
of the Foreign Mission Board period with the actual practices and procedures of the General Conference Committee and the Secretariat Department for it to become very clear that much was lost between 1930 and 1989
when Global Mission was launched. However, it was not until 2010 and
the establishment of the Mission Board that the General Conference finally
recovered the ability to strategically focus on the greatest mission needs.
Between 1930 and 2010 the Secretariat Department was largely a conduit
for calls and requests from overseas for personnel. It did not initiate action
in behalf of the unreached in the world. It did not develop strategies to
reach unreached groups or enter new areas. Instead of acting as a mission
board, searching out and seeking the unreached peoples, the Secretariat
Department spent the vast majority of its time and energy filling calls for
experts and highly trained technicians who go overseas to aid, service,
and nurture already baptized members. In reality, the Secretariat Department functioned more like a Department of Inter-Church Aid than like
a Mission Board. It sent experts from the church in North America, the
Philippines, Australia, the United Kingdom, and other nations to aid the
church in Japan, or Hong Kong or Kenya. Such inter-church aid is good,
is needed, and should continue, but it should never be allowed to replace
the also legitimate need to send church planters and pioneer workers to
the 6,701 unreached people groups that still exist in our world.
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Centralization and the Development of Policies
During the period 1901-1930 the present five-tier level of organization
developed. This resulted in both delegation to the lower levels and centralization, especially in the area of policy-making, to the higher levels. It
was therefore, the duty and responsibility of the General Conference to
set policies, decide procedures, and guide in the larger problems. However, Daniells made the GCC into a virtual Mission Board during the early
years of his administration. From 1901 until approximately 1911 Daniells
and the other General Conference leaders spent a great portion of their
time and energy promoting missions. Daniells was a prolific letter writer
and his favorite topic was the needs of the overseas fields. Thus, his letters
were often filled with encouraging reports of some mission field, while at
other times, he would write letters to badger and press some key conference official to be more generous with the finances the GCC needed for
some overseas work. In an earlier section of this article it was noted how
effective Daniells was in promoting mission needs and how many conferences responded by giving half of their tithe funds to support missionaries
overseas; however, between 1911 and 1920 subtle changes began to creep
in. Policies began to be developed by the General Conference (and setting
policies was the legitimate work of the GCC) that put down on paper rigid
requirements that would enforce the practice of tithe sharing that until
then had been achieved by persuasion and promotion.
Once policies were enacted requiring that a set percent of a conference’s tithe be sent to the GC for missions it was not long until grumbling
began to be heard and requests made for a reduction in the percentage
required.
Tithe sharing policies can never replace the promotion and explanation
of overseas needs. Only when there is understanding of how tithe percentage funds are used and only when conference officials understand the
greater needs where those tithe funds are to be used will there be willing
acceptance of policies. Previous to the policies setting forth the requirement to share up to 20% of a local conference’s tithe with the mission fields
many of the conferences were giving up to 50% of their tithe for missions.
They were challenged, they knew and understood the overseas needs, so
they gave. Just a few years later, some of the richest and oldest conferences
were requesting a reduction of the 20% requirement.
This helps to illustrate the danger of policies without the corresponding effort to inform and persuade. I feel it also helps point out the concept that free will offerings that are received from members or conferences
convinced of great need are usually much larger than a required donation. Centralization and policy making go hand in hand but this is another
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important reason why the Adventist denomination desperately needed a
Mission Board that was only established in 2010 to once again persuade
and promote the needs of the 3.23 billion unreached peoples.
In conclusion, the Daniells and Spicer era was an exciting time for Adventist missions. Fifty-seven new countries were entered, overseas membership grew from 12,432 to 193,693 and in the process, the overseas membership surpassed the membership in North America. North American
Adventists made great sacrifices as they sent an ever-increasing number
of missionaries and an ever-growing amount of money overseas during
this period. The same era also witnessed the introduction of procedures
that had a devastating effect on Adventist missions for 120 years. Centralization, with its policies and lack of missions’ promotions, led to a situation where most North American Adventists are apathetic towards and
lacking in a true knowledge of the needs of the hundreds of millions of the
world’s unreached peoples.
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